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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This office action is in response to the amendment filed on September 05, 2007. 
Claims 5 and 17 have been amended. No claims have been canceled. Therefore, 
claims 1-20 are presented for further examination. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

3. Claims 1 and 4-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Grieve etal., United States Patent Application Publication Number 2003/0149756 
(hereinafter Grieve). 

4. With respect to claim 1 , Grieve teaches a method of adjusting relative value of 
implemented computer configuration changes [see abstract and paragraphs 0007- 
0009], the method comprising: 
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■ identifying computer configuration changes in a computer system [i.e. the 
system will detect the new device as having a configuration, which has 

. changed since its last update, paragraph 0151]; 

■ obtaining performance metrics for the computer system before and after 
computer configuration changes [i.e. comparing old and new configurations] 
implemented in the computer system [paragraph 0033 and see abstract]; and 

■ assessing effectiveness of the computer configuration changes based on the 
obtained performance metrics [paragraphs 0116-0162]. 

5. With respect to claim 4, Grieve further teaches removing computer configuration 
changes not resulting in performance improvements from future recommendation sets 
[paragraphs 0026, 0045, 0049, 0072, 0080, 0082, 0098, 0114, and 0151]. 

6. With respect to claim 5, Grieve further teaches summarizing recommended 
actions identified for a computer user, configuration changes implemented, and the 
resulting change in performance [i.e. schedule summary 205, paragraphs 0042 and 
0083]. 

7. With respect to claim 6, Grieve further teaches providing a report with 
performance trends on a plurality of computer systems where recommended 
configuration changes are not implemented [see abstract and fig. 10]. 
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8. With respect to claim 7, Grieve further teaches analyzing computer metrics on 
the computer system and proposing configuration changes based on the analysis of 
computer metrics [fig.1 and paragraph 0004]. 

9. With respect to claim 8, Grieve further teaches wherein obtaining performance 
metrics for the computer system before and after computer configuration changes 
comprises accessing stored computer metrics in a database [i.e. database manager 
108. fig-1]- 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

10. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

11. Claims 2-3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Grieve as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Little et al., United States 
Patent Number 6,678,639 (hereinafter Little). 

12. With respect to claim 2, Grieve does not explicitly show increasing priority values 
for computer configuration changes resulting in performance improvements, the priority 
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values being used for priority of the computer configuration changes in future 
recommendation sets. 

In a configuration method, Little suggests increasing priority values for computer 
configuration changes resulting in performance improvements, the priority values being 
used for priority of the computer configuration changes in future recommendation sets 
[see abstract and col. 2, II. 09-42]. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention was made to modify Grieve in view of Little by increasing priority 
values for computer configuration changes resulting in performance improvements 
because this feature might instruct the user that when a new hardware or software 
system is being deployed [Little, col. 20, II. 23-63]. It is for this reason that one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention would have been motivated in order to 
instruct the user to upgrade the firmware to the latest firmware [Little, col. 7, II. 59-67]. . 

13. With respect to claim 3, Grieve does not explicitly show classifying computer 
configuration changes not resulting in performance improvements as secondary 
recommendations in future recommendation sets. 

In a configuration method, Little further teaches classifying computer 
configuration changes not resulting in performance improvements as secondary 
recommendations in future recommendation sets [fig. 29 and col. 7, 11.16 through col. 8, 
II.62]. 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/701 ,869 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2151 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention was made to modify Grieve in view of Little by classifying computer 
configuration changes not resulting in performance improvements as secondary 
recommendations in future recommendation sets because this feature might instruct the 
user that when a new hardware or software system is being deployed [Little, col. 20, II. 
23-63]. It is for this reason that one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
would have been motivated in order to instruct the user to upgrade the firmware to the 
latest firmware [Little, col. 7, II. 59-67]. 

14. Claims 9-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Grieve in view of Little. 

.15. With respect to claims 9, 11, and 14-18, Grieve teaches a system [see abstract 
and paragraphs 0007-0009] comprising: 

■ hardware components in a computer system [fig . 1 ] ; 

■ installed software in the computer system [fig . 1 ]; 

■ configuration settings indicating configuration conditions for the hardware 
components and the installed software [fig.1]; and 

■ programmed instructions configured to: identify implemented configuration 
changes in the computer system [paragraph 0151]; collect performance 
metrics associated with the computer system having the identified 
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implemented configuration changes [see abstract and paragraphs 0033 and 
0116-0162]. 

However, Grieve does not explicitly show weight effectiveness of the identified 
implemented configuration changes. 

In a configuration method, Little suggests weight effectiveness of the identified 
implemented configuration changes [see abstract and col. 2, II. 09-42]. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to modify Grieve in view of Little by because this feature might 
instruct the user that when a new hardware or software system is being deployed [Little, 
col. 20, II. 23-63]. It is for this reason that one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention would have been motivated in order to instruct the user to upgrade the 
firmware to the latest firmware [Little, col. 7, II. 59-67]. 

16. With respect to claim 10, Grieve further teaches programmed instructions 
configured to analyze the computer system and propose configuration changes based 
on the analysis [fig. 1 and paragraph 0004]. 

17. With respect to claims 12 and 19, Grieve further teaches programmed 
instructions configured to provide reports on implemented configuration changes [i.e. 
schedule summary 205, paragraphs 0042 and 0083]. 

18. With respect to claims 13 and 20, Grieve further teaches wherein proposed 
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configuration changes with low weighted effectiveness are removed from a 
recommendation set [paragraphs 0026, 0045, 0049, 0072, 0080, 0082, 0098, 0114, and 
0151]. 

Response to Arguments 

19. Applicant's arguments filed November 06, 2008 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive because of the following: Grieve teaches a method of adjusting 
relative value of implemented computer configuration changes [see abstract and 
paragraphs 0007-0009], the method comprising: identifying computer configuration 
changes in a computer system [i.e. the system will detect the new device as having a 
configuration, which has changed since its last update, paragraph 0151]; obtaining 
performance metrics for the computer system before and after computer configuration 
changes [i.e. comparing old and new configurations] implemented in the computer 
system [paragraph 0033 and see abstract]; and assessing effectiveness of the 
computer configuration changes based on the obtained performance metrics 
[paragraphs 0116-0162]. 

20. In response to applicant's argument that Grieve does not explicitly show a 
database for obtaining performance metrics, the examiner respectfully disagree 
because the Applicant's argument does not commensurate with the scope of the claim. 
Claims 1 and 9 directly or indirectly recite a database. However, claims 1 and 13 do not 
recite the limitation of "a database for obtaining performance metric" (emphasis added). 
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Further, Grieve discloses a database [= the configuration history database 108, 
paragraphs 0016-0148] for obtaining performance metric [= a periodic history of 
configuration changes is developed and stored, including those that may have been 
made by technicians during debug and maintenance operations, paragraphs 0033 and 
0148]. 

21 . In response to applicant's argument that Grieve does not explicitly show 
removing computer configuration changes not resulting in performance improvements 
from future recommendation sets, the examiner respectfully disagree. Grieve discloses 
removing computer configuration changes not resulting in performance improvements 
from future recommendation sets [= removes the configuration form the configuration 
database, paragraphs 0080]. 

22. In response to applicant's argument that Grieve does not explicitly show 
summarizing recommended actions identified for a computer user, the examiner 
respectfully disagree. Grieve discloses summarizing recommended actions identified 
for a computer user [= schedule summary 205, paragraph 0042 and 0083]. 
Summarizing recommended is nothing more than a schedule summary. In addition, 
summarizing the effect on performance of actions recommended or taken is not 
commensurate with the scope of the claim. 
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23. In response to applicant's argument that Grieve does not explicitly show 
providing a report with performance trends on a plurality of computer systems where 
recommended configuration changes are not implemented, the examiner respectfully 
disagree. Grieve discloses providing a report with performance trends on a plurality of 
computer systems where recommended configuration changes are not implemented [= 
history configuration, fig. 10 and recommending returning to the configuration, paragraph 
0007]. For instance, history configuration keeps track or trace configuration of network 
that is nothing more than performances trends. 

24. In response to applicant's argument that Grieve does not explicitly show 
analyzing computer metrics on the computer system and proposing configuration 
changes based on the analysis of computer metrics, the examiner respectfully disagree. 
Grieve discloses analyzing computer metrics on the computer system metrics [= 
analyzing a set of configurations for a device or group of devices and determine 
whether that configuration makes sense for the current state of the network, paragraph 
0004] and proposing configuration changes based on the analysis of computer 
[paragraph 0007]. 

25. In response to applicant's argument that Grieve does not contain a filed for 
storing such information, the examiner respectfully disagree. Grieve disclose the 
database manager 108 contains a field for storing [paragraphs 0018-0148]. 
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26. In response to applicant's argument that Little does not explicitly show increasing 
priority values, the examiner respectfully disagree. Little discloses increasing priority 
values [= a prioritized list of problems, col. 2, II. 09-42]. 

Conclusion 

27. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

28. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Nghi V. Tran whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
4067. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday and every other 
Friday (6:30-4:00). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Follansbee can be reached on (571) 272-3964. The fax phone 
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number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Nghi Tran 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 2151 

November 07, 2007 

*** 
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